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IN 'rHE 
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A'r RICHMOND. 
Record No. 2385 
BURLINGTON MILLS CORPORATION, BLUE RIDGE 
RAYON MILLS DIVISION, 
versus 
INEZ HAGOOD. 
PETITION FOR APPEAL. 
To the Honorable Chief Jitstice and As8ocfrlle Jiu;tices of the 
Supreme Coitrt of Appeals of Virginia: 
Your petitioner, Burlington Mills Corporation, Blue Ridge 
R.ayon Mills Division, hereinafter called petitioner, would re-
spectfully show that it is greatly aggrieved by a. decision 
and award of the Industrial Commission of Virginia, entered 
on the 16th day of S'eptember, 1940, in the proceeding pending 
before said Commission, in which Inez Hagood, hereinafter 
called claimant, was awarded compensation for an 
b* ·*'alleged injury, arising out of and in course of her 
enm]oyment as an employee of the petitioner, and 
in which the said claimant was awarded $6.00 per week, be-
ginning April 13, 1939, payable every two weeks, and con-
tinuing during disability, until subsequent conditions justify 
a modification, and also awarding against petitioner '' all neces-
sary medical, surgical and hospital attention and supplies in-
cident to the injury during the first sixty days following the 
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accident". (S~e Record attached order of the hearing Com-
missioner, pp .. 67-68, and order of full Commission confirming 
the same, pp: 71-72.) 
STATEMENT OF FACTS. 
The pertinent facts as found by the Commission and set out 
in the opinion of the hearing Commissioner ( Record, pp. 63-
65), are to the effect tbat the claimant, as an employee of the 
petitioner, was working at a machine approximately 15 feet 
away from a machine, which in the process of being repaired 
had had a short circuit which produced an electric flash and 
a sound resembling that. of a shotgun. The claimant saw the 
flash and was affected so that she started to fall backwards 
when she was rescued by a co-employee. She felt as if some-
thing had run up her arm. First aids were administered and 
she was sent to her home (this occurrence happened on March 
23, 1939). She returned to work on March 24th, and worked 
until April 13, 1939, with the exception of two days. While 
at work on April 13th, she looked up and suddenly saw the 
employee who had caught her *when she started to fall 
c* on March 23rd, and she thereupon fainted and fell and 
has not since returned to work. 
Though the claimant stated that she had received an elec-
tric shock, the Commission finds that: 
'' The facts proven in the record show conclusively that 
the claimant received no shock. This is clearly proven by 
the fact that the electrical hook-up in the plant was such 
that it was impossible for the current to have reached the 
_machine upon which the claimant-was working. It is more con-
vincingly proven by virtue of the fact that there was no 
pathology whatsoever to disclose electrical burns or other 
physical conditions which usually result from electrical shock. 
The claimant herself tacitly admits she did not hear the sound 
of the explosion in the machine which resulted from the short 
circuit produced therein by loose wiring.'' 
The Commission further find~ as follows: 
"The medical evidence of both parties at issue shows con-
clusively the cause of the disability to be traumatic neurosis. 
The record further sho,vs the economic and social background 
of the claimant, as well as mental makeup, to be a person 
susceptible to neurotic manifestations.'' 
It is claimed that certain of the :findings of fact of the Com-
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- mission are not supported by the evidence, and are in fact 
contrary to the evidence. 
ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR. 
Petitioner assigns error as follows: 
1. That the Commission was in error in holding that the 
claimant received an injury arising out of and in course of 
the employment. 
2. That the finding of the Commission that the claimant 
was suffering ·from traumatic neurosis is in error and is not 
supported by the evidence. 
*3. That in any event if the claimant received any in-
d=lt jury, it was not an injury for which compensation sh,ould 
· be awarded under the laws of .Virginia. 
4. Tha.t the Commission erred in awarding compensation 
to the claimant in charging petitioner with medical expenses. 
The above assignments will be taken up in order. 
1. That there was no injury arising out of or in course 
of the employment. 
It will be noted that the alleged cause of the claim in this 
case was an electric flash which affected the nerves of the 
claimant to such an extent that she started to fall and was 
caught by an employee. She did not actually fall nor receive 
any physical injury, and though she went home that day, she 
returned to work the next day and worked from March 24th 
to April 13th, 1939, with the exception of two days on which 
she was off. Certainly at this point there had been no in-· 
jury of any moment. It will also be noted that all of the 
medical testimony is to the effect that the claimant is a 
person of very high nervous temperament, and the Commis-
sion so finds. Incidentaly, there was no medical testimony for 
petitioner. All the medical testimony was from the phy-
sicians for the claimant. 
The principal medical testimony was given by Dr. D. P. 
Scott. His testimony was as follows : 
"What I think happened to her, I think she is an emotional 
type and when this shock, or supposed shock, occurred, it was 
in her mind the same as if she had been hurt, whether it was 
or not really there.'' ( Rec., p. 28.) 
e* '"'Dr. E. Forrest Neal, who attended her on March 23, 
1939, the day the flash occurred, stated that he saw her 
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approximately forty minutes after the occurrence (Record, 
p. 47), and there was no physical trouble (Record, pp. 48-49). 
He further stated: 
'' There evidently must be a nervous background in her 
make-up.'' 
Dr. Q. H. Barney testified that he saw her first on :May 24, 
1939. In response to the question of whether Mrs. Hagood 
was definitely of a nervous temperament, he replied: 
'' That was my impression, although the mother gave a his-
tory that she had never been nervous before. These cases 
do usually have an emotional background.'' 
He further stated that he agreed with Dr. Scott's testi-
mony (Record, p. 52). 
Thus it appears from all the plaintiff's own testimony that 
she was of a nervous or emotional temperament. 
It further appears from all the medical testimony that with 
a person of that type any sudden scare or flash such as some 
one jumping at her or even a flash of lightning might produce 
a neurosis (see Scott, p. 28; Neal, p. 49, and Barney, pp. 52-
53). 
It is further noted, as stated, that apparently no immediate 
disability, with the exception of one day, occurred so far as 
the electric flash was concerned, as claimant returned to work, 
working from March 24th to April 13th, or a period of about 
three weeks. On April 13th, certainly no accident of any 
kind occurred. The claimant looked up and saw the same man 
*who had cal.}ght her when she started to fall on :March 
f* 23rd, and fainted, and her claim is that she had been 
under disability since that time. 
It is respectfully submitted that the above record shows 
no accident arising· out of and in course of employment as 
responsible for the present condition. The immediate cause 
of her condition was her own nervous temperament, as no 
accident of any kind happened on April 13th, when she finally 
quit work, and the evidence shows that her condition is not 
the result of any risk to which she was subjected on account 
of the employment, as the same might have resulted -at any 
time at any plac~ fro~1 a su?den scare or fright of any kind, 
even a flash of hghtnmg might produce it. 
The doctrine is well established and accepted practically 
in all jurisdictions that the injury must he the natural in-
cident of the work and that the test 
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'' Excludes an injury which cannot be fairly traced to the 
employment as a contributing proximate cause and comes 
from a hazard to which the workman would have been equally 
exposed apart from the employment. The causative danger 
must be peculiar to the work and not common to the neigh-
borhood.'' 
See McNichols case, 215 Mass. 497, 102 N. E. 697, L. R. A. 
1916a. Also Harold v. Kelly <t Borimi, 8 0. I. C. 858; Gooch 
v. Industrial Commission of Illinois (Ill.), 153 N. E. 624, where 
it is said-: 
"It is not enough that the injured person be present at 
the place of the accident because of his employment, unless 
the injury itself is the result of some risk of the employment.'' 
*See also Dreyfus v. Meade, 142 Va. 567, 129 S. E. 
g* 336, quoted with approval in Crews v. Moseley, 148 Va. 
125, 130. 
In Green v. Albemarle Paper Company, 2 0. I. C. 549 (af-
firmed by the Law and Equity Court of the City of Richmond, 
it was stated that: 
"The injury must result from dangers that adhere to the 
locality where the employee is to carry on his work and which 
expose him to dangers which he would not otherwise be ex-
posed to.'' 
Thus, even if the condition of the claimant be referred to 
the original electric flash, it would still have resulted from a 
condition or situation which, according to all the medical tes-
timony, might happen to the plaintiff at any other place and 
any other time. Certainly the real injury here comes not from 
an accident, but from merely seeing a man who had caught 
her at the time of the accident, and this occurrence was just 
as likely to have happened if she had suddenly met him on 
the street and when off duty. 
It would seem that it would be a very harsh law which 
would hold the employer responsible for a nervous or 
emotional condition of an employee, and a result which, on 
account of that condition, followed from the mere seeing 
of somebody, with no immediate accident of anv kind con-
nected with the occurrence. ., 
It is thus respectfully submitted that the condition of which 
the complainant complains is not the result of an accident 
arising out of and in course of the employment, and the 
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Commission erred in so holding, ~nd that such holding is in 
*fact not supported, but is contradicted by the evidence 
h * in the ca.se. · · 
2. The finding 0£ the Commission that the claimant was 
suffering from traumatic neurosis was not supported by the 
evidence. 
. This question would not be important but for the fact of 
the :fihding of the neurosis as traumatic carries with it the 
implication that there had been trauma. The Commission 
found that the physicians who testified in the case ·were uni-
form in their opinion that the disability was caused by trau-
matic neurosis (Record, p. 65). It is submitted that the tes-
timony' of the physicians bears out no such construction. 
It is true that there were some loose references in the 
record to traumatic neurosis. However, all of the doctors 
made this diagnosis on the basis of the statement of the patient 
that she had sustained an actual electric shock. They all 
_agreed with the diagnosis of Dr. Scott, and, therefore, his 
evidence is the important evidence on this question. It is 
admitted in the record that there was no evidence of any 
actual electric shock. In fact, the Commission itself finds 
that she received no shock and that she had no electrical burns 
or other physical conditions which usually result from electric 
shock (Record, p. 64). The evidence of Dr. Scott on this sub-
ject will be found, Record, pp. 23 and 24, from which it ap-
pears that Dr. Scott's first diagnosis was traumatic neurosis, 
-based on her statement that she had received •a shock. 
i :11: He, of course, did not see l1er until long after the oc-
currence. Dr. Scott's testimony is as follows: . 
"It was my opinion at that time that she had had a trau- · 
ma tic neurosis resulting from the shock.'' ,(Italics supplied.) 
He then goes on to say that when the question came up 
as to whether she had had an actual shock, it did not change 
the medical picture, as the effect would be the same on her 
whether she had received or fancied she had received the 
shock. He then goes on to explain that what she really had 
was an anxiety neurosis and : 
"I think, too, that, when tl1ere is a question of compen-
sation, that prolongs and continues it.'' 
On page 25 of his testimony he then refers to the "com-
pensation neurosis", which he says plays a part in the re-
sult. 
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Thus, in the final analysis the statement of Dr. Scott is 
that·what the claimant is really suffering from is an anxiety 
neurosis complicated or prolonged by a compensation neu-
rosis. 
It. will further be noted that Dr. Barney, while referring 
loosely to traumatic neurosis, stated that in his opinion a 
flash might cause such neurosis, but he did not feel that it 
would wait from March 23rd to April 18th to disable the 
patient, and, therefore, he did not think the disability had -
come as a result of any accident, but merely from her emo-
tional nature, when she saw the boy who caught her when 
she fainted or fell on March 23rd (Record, p. · 52). Also it 
is noted that on page 53 he agrees entirely with the opinion 
of Dr. Scott. 
"* 
*On page 50 Dr. Neal also agreed with Dr. Scott. 
Thus it is submitted that the finding of the Commis-J 
sion that the claimant is suffering from traumatic . neu-
rosis is not supported by the evidence, which sho,vs that s.he 
was in fact suffering from an anxiety neti.rosis, prolonged 
by a compensation neurosis. 
3. In any event the injury claimed by the plaintiff is one 
·for which there can be no compensation awarded under the 
Virginia law. 
Our position in this matter is based on the fact that there 
had admittedly been no trauma and no physical injury. The 
injury claimed, being purely a mental condition resulting 
from nerves, is thus in the·na~ure of mental anguish. 
At the outset, it is admitted thatthe decisions of the various 
Commissions and Courts differ as to the right to recover 
where there has been no actual physical injury: ( See note 
109 A. L. R. 892.) We shall ref er to certain decisions up-
holding our view, and discuss these with a view to the Vir-
ginia law on the subject. 
The North Carolina Industrial Commission case of 8tam1ey 
v. Lindley Nurseries, Inc., decided in June, 1934, under the 
North Carolina Commission Number D 41514, involved the 
identical question now under discussion. In that case an 
employee, a water boy, saw an accident in which a tree fell 
on and killed his father. The shock was such that the water 
boy became subject to kidney trouble and headaches. The 
hearing· Commissioner *held that the injury arose out of 
k• . and in course of the employment, but on the hearing be-
fore the full Commission the decision of the hearing Com-
missioner was overruled in language as follows: 
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''Upon consideration of all the evidence and the arguments 
of counsel, the full Commission is of the opinion that the 
disability of which the claimant complains is not such as was 
and is contemplated by the vVorkmen 's Compensation Act, and 
it is, therefore, ordered that the finding of fact No. 4, or so 
much of :finding· of fact No. 4 as provides that the claimant 
sustained an injury by accident arising out of and in course 
of his employment on July 12, 1933, be and the same is here-
by vacated and set aside." 
In Schitster v. Perrynian Electric Co., 111 N. J. Misc. R. 
16, 163 At.l. 437, an employee while at work sustained severe 
fright on account of bandits who entered an office and pointed 
revolvers at her, whic.h caused her to faint from fright and 
sustain a. severe nervous shock, as a result of which she 
lost her voice. The Court held that, there having been no 
physical injury, the employee had not sustained an accident 
within the meaning of the Compensation Act. 
In Voss v. Prudential Insttrance Company (1936), 14 N. J. 
Misc. R. 791, 187 Atl. 334, a stenographer was held not to 
have sustained an accident arising out of and in course of 
employment where, while she was assisting a co-worke1~, the 
latter called her an idiot because she misunderstood what 
she was to do, and by reason of this she became agitated, 
weak, and nervous, and subsequently was disabled on account 
of a nervous spell. The Court stated that there was nothing 
to suggest an accidental oceurren~e in course of the employ-
ment. 
*In Ind,u._c;trial Conwl/ission- v. O'lJ!alley, 178 N. E. 482: 
l* the question involved was the <lea.th of a watchman. 
It was discovered at nigl1t that a door of a building situ-
ated on an alleyway was open. A policeman appeared and 
the watchman opened a gate and admitted him to the alley-
way. The watchman had high blood pressure and he became 
very excited and sick, grew worse, and shortly thereafter died. 
The Court held that if his death was caused by excitement, it 
was not caused by physical injury, and there having been no 
physical injury, the ref ore, there could be no recovery. 
As stated, there are cases holding· the contrary view. It 
is submitted, however, that the Virginia doctrine should fol-
low the holding of the cases above. 
Since the case of Connelly v. Western Union, 100 Va. 51, 
1902, it has been definitely held in the State of Virginia 
that there can be no recovery for mental anguish unaccom-
panied by actual injmy. The Court in that case says: 
"Injuries in such cases are too hard to determine with any 
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reasonable certainty, are more often assumed than real, and 
the suit is too liable to be wholly speculative." (Syllabus 1.) 
That case has been followed in Virginia in numerous cases. 
See 102 Va. 924; 105 Va. 235, 116 1V a. 603, 121 Va. 289 ; and 
151 Va. 972. 
The above cases are, of course, all common law cases and 
not workmen's compensation cases. However, these cases 
establish the definite doctrine in Virginia, which has been 
consistently maintained and adhered to. ·when the Virginia 
Compensation Act *was adopted, that doctrine was in 
m * force and established as the law of Virginia. It is· to 
be noted that the Legislature in passing the Compensation 
Act made no suggestion of any change in this rule. Had 
they intended that this rule should be different for com-
pensation cases, it would have been very easy for the Legis-
lature to so state, and yet the Legislature did not so state. 
In the Connelly case, the Court stated as follows: 
'' •· * * the general rule which has come down to us from 
England is that mental anguish and suffering resulting from 
mere negligence, unaccompanied with injuries to the person, 
cannot be ma.dP, the basis of an action for damages.'' 
The Legislature knew that this rule obtained in master and 
servant cases, and yet passed the Compensation Act without 
any change or qualification, or suggestion of change or quali-
fication of the principles so well established in this State. 
Thus it appears that in Virginia the common law rule so 
long existing, and which has been applied in compensation 
cases in other states, should be followed for compensation 
cases. 
4. The Co_mmission erred in awarding compensation and 
medical expense against petitioner. 
This matter is necessarily covered as a result of the points 
above made, and need not be discussed further here. 
GENERALLY. 
The question as to the right to recover for mere nervous 
condition in a compensation case, where there has been no 
physical injury, has not been passed on by this Court. 
n* *The Industrial Commission of Virginia has in one 
or two instances awarded recovery in such cases, but the 
matter has never been before this Court, and there is no ruling 
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of this Court on the question, which is an extremely important 
one and one, which, in our judgment, should be definitely set-
tled and put at rest by a decision of this Court, particularly in 
view of the fact that the decisions of other conrts differ on 
the subject. 
Petitioner, therefore, prays that an appeal be gTanted 
to the decision and award of the Industrial Commission of 
Virginia, and that the same should be reviewed and reversed .. 
.. Petitioner requests that an oral presentation of this petition 
be granted, and if appeal be granted will rely on this pe-
tition as its opening brief. 
A copy of this petition was mailed to Mr. Frank W. Stowers, 
Attorney for the claimant, on October 7th, 1940. 
This petition will be sent to l\L B. vVatts, Clerk, Supreme 
Court of Appeals, Richmond, Va. 
Respectfully- submitted, 
CASKIE, FROST & WATTS, 
Attorneys for Burlington Mills Corporation, 
Blue Ridge Rayon Mills Division~ 
The undersigned, James R. Caskie and E. M. Frost, Attor..; 
neys practicing in the Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia, 
do hereby certify that in our opinion the decision and award 
of the Industrial Commission of :Virginia in the cause of Inez 
Hagood v. Burlington Mills Corporation, Blue Ridge Rayon 
Mills Division, should be reviewed by the said Supreme Court 
of Appeals of Virginia. . 
Received October 10, 1940. 
JAS. ,R. CASKIE, 
E. M. FROS'T. 
M. B. WATTS, Clerk . 
.Appeal allowed. Bond, $300.00. Nov. 11, 1940. 
H. W.H. 
Received Nov. 12, 1940. 
M:. B. w. 
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RECORD 
Inez Hagood, Claimant, 
v. 
Burlington Mills Corporation, Blue Ridg·e Rayon :Mills Divi-
sion, Employer, Liberty Mutual Insurance Company, In~ 
surer. 
CLAIM N;Q. 444-525. 
Claimant appeared in person. 
Frank W. Stowers, Attorney-at-Law, Altavista, Virginia, 
for Claimant. 
Caskie and Frost (James R. Caskie ), Attorneys-at-Law, 
Pe9ples' National Bank Building, Lynchburg, Virginia, and 
R. E. Mason, Resident Claims Manager, Liberty Mutual In-
surance ,Company, 102 Campbell Avenue, S. W. Roanoke, Vir-
ginia, for defendant. 
Hearing before Commissioner Nickels, at Lynchburg, Vir-
ginia, May 18, 1940. 
Mr. Caskie: So far as I know, there is no controversy ove:r 
what happened. It is just a legal question. 
p~ge 2 ~ Commissioner: Suppose you agree on that and 
the!}. go into the medical end of it. · 
Mr. Stowers: I should like to prove to the Court what hap-
pened. 
Commissioner: If ·you can agree on it, why prove it? 
l\fr. Stowers: Of course, if you can agree on it, all right. 
Mr. Caskie: It is agreed that Mrs. Inez Hagood was au 
employee of the Burlington Mills Corporation, Blue Ridge 
R.ayon Mills Division, at Altavista, Va.-
-Mr. Stowers: I should like to state this for the record, 
viz.: It is our understanding· of the Law that the minimum 
wage scale is 30 cents per hour, and that the time allowed is 40 
hours per week; and we understand, further, that the average 
weekly wage is to be determined from what the girl could 
.earn if the maximum time were given her, and not determined 
hy the actual time or time permitted to work. Therefore, we 
insist that the minimum average weekly wage is $12.00 per 
~~ \ 
Mr. Caskie (Continuing:) That the average weekly wage 
as shown by the books of the company, and as per the wage 
·\ 
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chart filed with the Commission, is $10.20 per week; that on 
March 23, 1939, Mrs. Hagood was working on a redrawing 
machine, at the plant of the company, in Altavista, Virginia; 
that, while working there, there was some trouble with the 
electric current on a spinning machine, about 12 feet off. due 
to what is known as an arc; that this trouble caused 
page 3 ~ a certain flare; that, when this happened, Mrs. Ha-
good, who was working· at the redrawing machine, 
suddenly fell back and was caught by an employee; that Mi's. 
Hagood was off that clay and returned the next day, and 
worked from then, March 24, 1939, to April 13, 1939, with the 
exception of 2 days, viz., March 30 and April 7, on whieh days 
she was off; that on April 13, 1939, while she was at work, 
she looked up suddenly and saw the employee who had caught 
her when she fell on March 23, 1939, and that at that time 
she fainted and fell and has been off from work since that 
time. 
Mr. Stowers: I think that counsel has stated the facts cor-
rectly insofar as they have been stated; but we ask the Court 
to permit us to prove the details of the facts that the Court 
may thoroughly understand the situation. 
Commissioner: Just state them if you have a different idea 
about the matter . 
.Mr. Stowers: The witnesses are more familiar with exnctlv 
what occurred than I am as Attorney, but I shall state what 
I conceive to be the result of the injury there was to the 
claimant, Mrs. Inez Hagood. 
Commissioner: The doctors will take care of that. Are vou 
talking· about the accident or whaU ., 
.Mr. Stowers: About the accident that happened ( Continu-
ing statement:) That a number of employees, I do not know 
how many, on :March 23, 1939, were seeking- to re~ 
page 4 ~ pair some electric wires at some kind of spinning 
machine or other machine; that by their improper 
adjustment and improper tapping of those wires, when· tbey 
contacted them in the repairing· of them or readjusting of 
them, there was an electrical flash irhich caused a blue blaze, 
and that there was a report that cracked as loudly as an or-
dinary shotgun; that at that time Inez Hagood was ,-vorking 
on a redrawing machine, which is a metal concern, with a 
metal lmotter in her hand and was proceeding with her work 
of redrawing·; that she was only 12 feet away across the aisle 
from where this explosion occurred; and that, when it oc-
curred, there was a blue blaze which rolled across her re-
drawing- machine; and that there was some evidence or nn 
electrical current running up her arm which shocked her and 
knocked her out entirely; that she threw the knotter from 
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her hand; and that Lewis Brenn, an employee of the com-
pany, caught hold of her and picked her up and took her to 
some kind of water and washed her face. And it is our con-
tention that, by reason of this electrical explosion, this woman 
received au electrical shock which has completely destroyed 
lier nervous system. It is true that she was hauled home in 
a ear on that occasion; and it is true that, after resting over 
until next morning·, in order to keep from losing her joh, 
which she was anxious to hold and is yet, she returned to the 
company and staid up and did work, in more or less misery, 
for 3 weeks, at the end of which time she had to give it up 
and did so, and went back home-was hauled back home by 
another one of the employees, Russell :Mayhew; that she then 
went to her bed at her mother's home, being unable 
page 5 ~ to wait on herself, and remained in that bed 8 or 
9 weeks, and could not sit up in the bed, only occa-
sionally; and that she has had an expense of $525.00 in medi-
cal and doctor bills; that there has been no doctor furnished 
her by the company except the doctors that examined l1er; 
that she has made several trips from here to Lewisburg, vVest 
Virginia, at the instance of the defendant company and its 
insurance carrier, for the purpose of their thoroughly ex-
amining her; that she has been to Dr. Pugh 2 or 3 times, 
and was finally asked to report to the hospital here on Sun-
day, which she did, staying over until Monday; and that she 
was presented-although it was agreed that all those expenses 
would not be paid by herself, she has been presented a hos-
pital bill for $23.00 for the hospital visit. I do not know 
whetl1er it has been paid or not; I called the insurance com-
pany's attention to tbat. It is our contention, your Honol', 
that, by reason of this electrical shock which this girl re-
ceived, she is suffering from traumatic neurosis and is a 
complete nervous wreck; and her health was perfectly goorl 
np until the time of this shock, and she had worked 2 or 3 
years for this same company in this same employment up to 
that time. Now, these facts that I have stated are correct, 
hut there are many details about this matter which the Court 
should know that I have not been able to remembeY or state. 
Mr. Caskie: The defendant employer will admit that all 
that Mr. Stowers has said is pertinent to the hearing of this 
case except, as follows: viz.: vVe deny that there, 
page 6 ~ was any noise at the time of this arc; we deny that 
. there was any electrical shock sustained by Mrs. 
Hagood; we deny that there was any current which pass.eel 
from the spinning machine over to the redrawing· machine 
or any current which struck Mrs. Hagood. V{ e do not know, 
of course, how long she spent in bed; we do not think it makes 
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any differenc.e. And we also deny that the woman was in a 
good nervous condition prior to this time. As for working 
she worked fairly regularly, according to the wage statement 
which shows that, of course. We deny that her present con-
dition is an result of the alleged accident sustained. And, 
insofar as the hospital bill is concerned, when that hospital 
bill is rendered to the company, it will be paid, of course. 
Commissioner: Note. The issue in this case shall be con-
fined: 1. As for whether the claimant actuallv received an 
electrical shock as alleged in the statement by "'her attomcy; 
2.. As for whether or not the electrical shock mentioned was 
accompanied by any noise; and 3. Whether or not there was 
any causal connection between the alleged accident of March 
23, 1939, and the claimant's present physical condition. 
Mr. Stowers: Counsel for plaintiff desires to make clear 
11is intention-or, contention-that it is our contention that 
whether or not the actual current struck the plaintiff is im-
material and that she received the same nervous-
-Commissioner :· That is covered by the 3d ground, viz., 
Whether or not there is any causal connection be-
page 7 ~ tween the alleged accident and the condition of the 
claimant at this time. I tried to make that clear. 
Mr. Stowers: Very well, your Honor. 
Mr. Caskie: I wish to add that there were other people who 
were working· around there and no one else received an ehfo-
trical shock or was in any way affected. 
Mr. Stowers: I think that is correct; I know of nobody" <~lse _ 
who was shocked except Mrs. Inez Hagood. 
All witnesses haying been sworn, the following testimony 
was taken, viz. : 
MRS. INEZ HAGOOD, 
Claimant. 
By Mr. Stowers: 
~Q. Did you work for the Burlington Mills Corporation, Blue 
Hidge Rayon Mills Division f 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. How lo:rig1 
A. Off and on for 3 or 4 years. 
page 8 ~ Q. What did yon do Y 
A. I was a redrawer hand. 
Q. Tell the Court just what is that redrawing machine; is 
that a metal concern Y 
Burlington Mills Corp:, etc., v. Inez Hagood 15 
Mrs. Inez Hagood. 
A. It is where you backwind thread from one spool to an-
other. They have 2 iron ends on each of the spools. We put 
that on the bottom and run it on a wooden one at the time. 
Q. What is meant by a knotter 1 
A. It is a little thing that goes on that end to tie the 1rnots 
with. 
Q. Is it metal or what! . 
A. It is made of metal and has an iron or steel piece up 
here (indicating) and has a little piece on top. 
Q. Were you using· that at the time you claim to have got-
ten hurt? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you receive any injury while you were in the em-
ploy of the Burlington Mills Corporation? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you remember when that was? 
page 9 ~ A. March 23, 1939. 
Q. Tell just what oceurred to you. 
A. Well, I was standing at my machine and suddenly a blue 
blaze flared up, and at the same time I saw the· blaze some-
thing· ran up my arm like a little needle in my arm; and some-
thing choked me at the neck line, cutting off my breath and 
I commenced falling backwards. 
Q. Where was the blue blaze that you saw? 
A. It looked like it was on my machine, it was right before 
me. 
Q. How far away from where the explosion occurred were 
you ~t the time? 
A. 12 feet. 
Q. Just across the aisle T 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Well, what was done with you then, or what happened? 
A. A boy, when I went back, Lewis Brenn, an employee 
there, caught me. My arms got stiff and I do· not know how 
long he held me. I was about knocked out. It looked like I 
was hollering; I was away off. 
Q. Do you know whether or not they applied any 
page 10 ~ water to your face? 
· A. Yes, sir. I believe I would have died if they 
had not done that. They carried me to the end of the ma-
chine. And my arms came down; they were drawn up a11 the 
time and they relaxed. 
Q. Where did they then take you? 
A. Carried me to the office. 
Q. ·To the nurse there, Mrs. Crawford? 
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A. Yes, sir. 
Q. What did they then do to you t 
A. I do not remember yery well about that. 
Q. Were you taken home¥ 
A. Yes, sir; in a car by Leslie Scruggs. 
Q. vVhat happened to you after you g·ot home? 
(Mr. Caskie: I think we are getting away from tbe issue. 
Commissioner: Let her go a little way farther to see. She 
may tell what her physical condition was ·when she arrived · 
at home.) 
Q. What was my physical condition? 
A. Yes. 
page 11 ~ A. Well, I was nervous; my nerves were all torn 
up, it scared me, too. I could not stand it. 
Q, How long did this condition last? 
A. I could not say; practically all the rest of the evening. 
I was never able to work afte.r that. I was not able to work, 
I was in misery and pain. 
By Commissioner : 
Q. What sort of pains did you suffer and what sort of mis-
ery did you feel 1 
A. w e·n, everything· scared me. I jumped every time anyone 
would come up behind me. 
Q. In other words, you became frig·htened readily, quickly? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you suffer any pains in any part of your bodJ·! 
A. No, sir. My arms were weak and they would hurt if I 
would pick up anything that was heavy. 
Q. Then, did that condition continue for the 3 weeks that 
you co_ntinued your work? 
A. Yes, sir. 
page 12 r Q. ·when you quit your work, what was the rea-
son for thatf · 
A. Well, that morning, the boy that caug·ht me that. morn-
ing that I was shocked he passed my machine; I was 8ick any-
way was sick all during· that time, just nervous and easily 
got upset, and I could not go on. . 
Q. You had to give up? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. The nervous strain was too much for you '1 
A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. What is your condition now, from the riervous stand-
point, compared with what it was when you quit work¥ 
A. It is not very much better. 
Q. Do you take very much exercise f 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. ·well, how is your appetite? 
A. It is very bad. 
Q. Have you tried to do any work since? 
A. No, sir; except my housework, and I g·ive up after I 
make up the bed. 
page 13 } Q. Now, immediately preceding· this accident on 
March 23, 1939, what sort of appetite did you liave 
at that time¥ 
~~- I do not remember. 
Q. What was your neryous condition at that time, before 
March 23, 1939? · 
A. Well, I had never been nervous before . 
. Q. ·well, were you easily frightened then? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. Would an unusual occurrence, like a quick noise, easily 
frighten you? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. Do you know anything about the electrical contacts of 
the machine on which you were working? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. You do not know whether it was an individually oper-
ated unit or not? 
A. No, sir. 
By Mr . .Stowers: 
Q. When you went home, when Russell Mayhew 
page 14 ~ took you home, to whose home did you go? 
(Commissioner: I think that is immaterial. I have tried to 
confine it to the physical condition. It is immaterial to whose 
home she went and what people said and told her.) 
Q. Did you go to bed when Russell Mayhew took yon home; 
I am speaking of the second time! 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. How long were you confined to your bed? 
A. I staid in the bed 6 weeks. I sat up a while-tried to--
and had to go back to bed for 6 weeks. 
Q. Were you able to sit up at that time? 
A. Not to amount to anything. 
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Q. Had you ever had any sickness or trouble before, when 
you worked in this machinery, March 23; were yon sick or 
nervous or anything the matter with you Y 
A. No, sir; not once. 
Q. How long have you worked in the mill? 
(Commissioner: You haye covered that, Mr. Stowe1·s; it is 
one of- the first questions you asked). 
Q. In doing the work in the mill bef oJ·c this ac-
page 15 ~ cident occurred, had you had any trouble in doing 
that work! 
A. No,- sir. 
Q. Are you able to do work or anything now at all f 
A. No, sir. 
Q. I believe you stated that y.ou never heard any explosion 
yourself. 
A. No, sir, I did not hear anything. 
Q. Now, right at the time you say you saw this blue blaze 
and something ran up your ~rm and clutched your throat, do 
you know exactly what you did at that time, yourself! 
A. No, sir. 
Q. Who was it that you said caught you and carried you to 
the water! 
A. Lewis Brenn. 
Q. According to your statement, the only work you have 
done since March 23 was 3 weeks, when you went back to 
work? 
(Commissioner: That is a necessary inference). 
Q. What medical expense have you had¥ 
page 16 ~ (Commissioner: You have stated that all; there 
is no dispute of it.) . 
Q. At the time this blue blaze flashed there, did yon have 
that knotter in your hand going ahead with your workt 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you know what you did with the knotter, what be-
came of it? 
A. After the boy put the water in my face, I remember 
going· across the floor. He was holding me up. But I threw 
the knotter away. 
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Q. Have you had any doctor to wait on you since you got 
hurt? 
Q. At my expense t 
A. Yes. 
A. Yes, sir. 
(Commissioner: You have gone into that, Mr. Stowers. 
The 60 days would end the medical attention anyway). 
Q. Did you have any trouble with your throat after that¥ 
A. My throat was a little sore, nothing to amount to any-
thing. 
page 17 ~ Q. Can you tell just why it is that yon cannot 
work now as you did before this occurred? 
(Commissioner: She has stated that also; that it is a ner-
vous condition.) 
Rv Mr. Caskie : 
"Q. Mrs. Hagood, how old are you 7 
A. 20. 
Q. The reason'! stated that, I saw a statement here in J·une, 
1939, which would make you about that. And I see a state-
ment from the doctor that it is 20 years; is that cor.rect T . 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you not have some female trouble in 1937 in connec-
tion with a child? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. I believe you prematurely lost a child? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And you received insurance for that; you carried group 
insurance in 1937? 
A. Yes, sir. , 
Q. If I have correctly heard, you said you were sick once 
before. 
page 18 ~ A. That was the time I was speak~ng· of. 
Q. Is it not a fact that you have fainted seve?:al 
times before at the plant? 
A. No, sir; I have never fainted. 
Q. Never bad- any trouble there Y 
A. No, sir. 
Q. Never fell out during the day? 
A. No, sir. 
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9. I believe you saw this blue blaze, but never heard any 
n01se. 
A. No, sir, I heard no noise. 
Q. Nothing hit you, and there was no physical injury to 
your person, or any blow or anything of that sorU 
A. No, sir. 
Q. You were actually caught before you fell 1 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. After you came back to work, as you said, on April 13, 
and this same boy who had picked you up came by you, did 
vou turn to see him! 
· A. It was not on April 13, it was on the 24th; 
pag·e 19 ~ he just passed me, and I was kind of sick anyway, 
and it felt like the skin was just drawn up over my 
eyes; I did not faint or anything. 
Q. ,Vhen you saw him, what did that do to you f 
A". I cannot explain that. 
Q. But that is what finally knocked you out again, seeing· 
him¥ 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. He did not do anything to scare you or anything of that 
sort? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. Just the seeing him is what brought it on again? 
A. Yes, sir. · 
Q. Now, with reference to your nervous condition; you say 
your nerves were g·ood before this? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. As a matter of fact, had you had any b·ouble in the fam-
ily which had worried you 1 
A. :No, sir. 
Q. There were some other people working at the smm~ ma-
chine at which you were working? 
page 20 r · A. Not on the same machine I was on. 
Q. There were a whole lot of machines right to-
gether; the others, they were all there together with you 'l 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And none of them had any trouble? 
A. No, sir. 
(Commissioner: That has been conceded, it is admitted.) 
Q. I asked you about the family trouble; as a matter of 
fact, you and your husband separated? 
A. No, sir. 
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(Commissioner: That is not important. 
Mr. Caskie: I wish to show that it affected the case.) 
Q. I c.lo not mean to differ, but you were apart, were you 
not¥ 
A. When I got sick I had to stay at my mothe.r's and pay 
board; and he went to work and staid with his mother. 
Q. vVas that the sickness to which you referred a while 
ago? 
A. No, sir. You know, when I came home the 
page 21 } 13th of April, is the last I worked. 
By Mr. Stowers: 
Q. Can you tell the Judge why it was that you went back 
and tried to work, and did work the 3 weeks you say you did 
world 
(Commissioner: She has gone over that. She stated it was 
because of her nervous condition that she had to g·ive up. I 
asked her about that.) 
Q. You would like to hold your job now if you could? 
(Commissioner: That is unimportant. 
Mr. Stowers: Very well.) 
Witness stood aside. 
D. P. SCOTT, M. D. 
(Note: Qualifications of witness are admitted). 
Commissioner: Do you have a written report in this Case? 
Mr. Caskie: No, sir. 
Commissioner: Thei:e is only a statement by Dr. Scott, 
sworn to, dated F'ebruary 29, 1940. Let me examine him foi; 
' you, as I think I can get at it a little more quickly. 
page 22 ~ I shall try to eliminate the unimportant features. 
Mr. Caskie: We haye no objection to letting this 
go into the record, subject to our agreement. 
Commissioner: Let me examine him and you may ask any 
questions later that you wish to. 
By Commissioner: 
Q. When did you first see the claimant in this Case Y 
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A. I saw her on May 29, 1939. 
Q. What history did you receive on that occasion 1 
A. Well, this is just as she gave it to me; that she was 19 . 
years of age, worked at the Rayon plant, bad been married 3 
years, had no children; had had 1 miscarriage; had had the 
usual diseases of childhood, such as, mumps, measles, and so 
on, but otherwise had always been well. As to the immediat11 
cause of her coming to see me, she stated that on March 23, 
1939, she got an electric shock while at work which upset her 
very much, and she w·as out of her head. It happened at 
10:00 o'clock in the morning, and she went back to work the 
next day. It did not burn her but blue spots were on her 
arms. She was nervous during this time. She 
page 23 ~ worked up to April 13. This particular morning 
the boy who had held her up on the day she re-
ceived her original shock passed hy and she felt like she was 
going· to fall, the skin on her face was drawing, and later 
she had hysterical spells and was put to bed. On this time 
she was seen by Dr. Neal. She was nervous and had some 
low blood pressure. She was seen by Dr. Barney. Since 
that time she has had nervous spells. Her tongue would get 
stiff and numb. She was yery emotional ; cried very easily 
and was very frightened of herself. The remainder of the 
physical examination with reference to the other things was 
not particularly important. There was nothing wrong with 
the chest. There is nothing to add to it except that she stated 
that, if she sat up, her heart would beat very fast. No di-
gestive symptoms connected with her menstruation, and her 
physical condition was essentially negative. She did have an 
eruption on her face, which I thought was due to dermatitis. 
Her weig·ht was 93 at that time, which was consideraby under, 
normal weig·ht. There was nothing else wrong. Her hlood 
finding·s were negative. She showed pus in her urine; it was 
a non-calcified specimen. It was my opinion at that time 
that she had had a traumatic neurosis resulting from 1he 
shock. Later on the question came up as to 
page 24 ~ whether she had actually had a shock or not. It 
did not change the medical picture at all, because 
as to whether the shock had been received or f anc.ied is not 
enormously important in this traumatic neurosis. This anx-
iety neurosis gives itself a subjective picture, as it appear.s 
to a person of this particular type, which produces the dam-
ag·e. I thought this about her-this is usually true about 
. these cases, always true-it occurs in a person with a certain 
emotional background; in this girl's particular case, I ques-
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tioned her very closely'about the matter that Mr. Caskie asked 
her about, as to whether there was any outside disturbing 
factors; I asked her about this matter of being separated 
from her husband, at that particular time, the first time I 
saw her: I did not understand, I do not think that she 11\ade 
it very clear, because she was very nervous and cried a good 
deal in the office, as -to whether she had separated from her 
husband; I do not think that that had any point at all. I 
think the separation was because of necessity and through 
convenience, to reduce the expenses while staying at her 
mother's. I think in this girl's emotional make-up the occur-
rence of the shock really precipitated the functional disturb-
ance she has had since that time. I think, too, that, 
page 25 ~ when there is a question of compensation, 'that 
prolongs and continues it. I think she is better 
than she was. She is thinner than she was when she came 
into my of;:fice. I think she will get well. 
Q. Compensation neurosis? 
A. Yes, sir; that plays a part. You can't help it to save 
your life; you may be an .honest person but it is still there. 
Bv Mr. Stowers : 
"Q. Have you ·had any interviews since your ,first examina-
tion? 
A. Yes, sir; I saw her a good many times there in the first 
month or two. 
Q. When did you last see her? _ 
A. It has been just a day or two ago. 
(Commissioner: He has followed it on through). 
Q. Do you think she is able now to do any manual labor or 
workl 
A. That is an awfully hard thing to express an opinion 
about. She looks a whole lot better. There is nothing I can 
measure that by because I am not in enough contact to know 
how she actually is. -
page 26 ~ Q. Can you state whether or not her condition 
of injury will be permanent 1 
A. No, sir. I do not think it is permanent. 
Q. It is impossible now for you to tell professionally, is it 
not, just when she will become normal? 
A. Yes, sir; it is impossible to tell that. 
Q. What is meant by traumatic neurosis 1 
24 Supreme Court of .Appeals of Virginia 
D. P. Scott, lJ!l. D. 
(Commissioner: It is not necessary to define that; I do not 
think it will do any good to discuss that in the claimant's 
presence. Do you think it is good to do that, Dr. ScotU 
Dr. Scott: No, sir.) 
Q. This woman has suffered a nervous breakdown, has she 
noU 
A. Yes, sir; I suppose loosely you might call it that. 
Bv Mr. Caskie: 
· Q. As I understand, your diag·nosis on the basis of elec-
trical shock, of course, is based on what she has told you about 
thaU 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And I believe you stated that she has a ve1·y 
page 27 ~ emotional make-upT 
A. Yes, sir. 10f course, I never lmew her before, 
but she has been very emotional since I have examined her. 
All of those cases usually haye that background .. 
Q. In a person of that make-up, the situation with refer-
ence to her husband will, naturally, affect her? 
A. Yes, sir; I think that had some effect. 
Q. ,v ould make her more susceptible to nervous affection 
th.an she was before f 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. If I understood correctly from your statements, the 
electric shock which you thoug·ht resulted from the electric 
flash produced an anxiety neurosis? 
A. Yes, sir. I know of one case in which a man was struck 
on the head by a live wire and suffered a profound neurosis; 
but it turned out afterwards that there was no current and 
that the blow was of no significance at all except in his own 
mind. 
Q. If there was an actual. shock, it would be actually trau-
matic; and, if not, it would be anxiety or traumatic. neurosis! 
A. It is not a question of whether anything hap-
page 28 ~ pened at all; it is what the patient thought emo-
tionally. I would not know how to separate it. 
· A traumatic neurosis might easily fly into the anxiety type. 
Those things all mixed in, it is hard to find a clear-cut case. 
You may have your background for your neurosis running 
along all the time without any apparent break, and some-
thing occurs that actually is the trigger, or mechanism, that 
caus'"'es it. What I think happened to her, I think she is on 
emotional type and when this shock, or supposed shock, oe-
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curred, it was in her mind the same as if she had been hurt, 
whether it was or not really there. 
Q. The same thing· might have happened by somebody's 
suddenly jumping at her or from a flash of lightning! 
A. Yes, sir, I think so. 
"\Vitness stood aside. 
(Commissioner: Mr. Caskie, are you making any question 
of notice, the report 1 
Mr. Caskie: No, sir.) 
LESLIE SCRUGGS. 
By Mr. Stowers: 
· Q. Were you present when this explosion occurred about 
which we have been talking1 
page 29 ~ A. Yes, sir. 
Q. How close , were you f 
A. I was standing at the second machine, at which we were 
working. 
Q. About how far away! 
A. About 4 feet from the switch. 
Q. That is where the explosion occurred, or whatever it 
wast 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. You were within 4 feet of it 1 
A. From the machine they were working on. 
Q. Diel you hear any report there? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Tell what you heard. 
A. I was standing in the main aisle, 1 machine from t]Je 
switch that they were working on. vVhen this· explosion oc-
curred, it knocked all those 5 machines off except the one they 
were working on, which was already off. 
Q. How loud did the explosion occur? 
A. Like a shotgun. 
page 30 } Q. Did you feel any sensation yourself? 
A. You see, my face was about that close (indi-
cating 3 feet) from the last switch. 
Q. What did you feel? 
A. Like a flash. 
Q. Did you feel any effect on your face, hot or warm f 
A. I cannot say it \vas warm; my face kind of felt like I 
had been at a stove, kind of hot. 
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Q. You are an employee of the company at this time and 
have been for some years t 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you know of Inez Hagood having worked there for 
some years? 
A. Yes, s~r. 
Bv Mr. Caskie: 
·Q. Mrs. Hagood stat(!d that she did not hear any noise, just 
saw a flash. 
A. I can't say about what she did. 
Q. Did you notice a flash or what? 
· A. You see, I was writing an order for one of 
page 31 ~ the employees and I did not pay any attention to 
it. I would not have seen the flash. I heard it and 
it sounded something lik~ a shotg-un. 
Q. That is a manufacturing plant, is it noU 
A. It has a finishing motor, you would call it. 
Q. There is a considerable amount of noise going on all 
the time; noise going on all the time in the plant Y 
.A. Nothing but the noise of the machines. 
Q. It makes a good deal of noise f 
A. Well, you can hear anybody talking in there. 
Witness stood aside. 
(Mr. Stowers: Stipulation. We can prove by Ralph Kre-
ger, a witness here present, that he was present in the mill 
when the explosion occurred, and that he was very close to 
Inez Hagood and to where the explosion occurred; that she 
was working on a redrawer then, and that he saw them take 
charge of her in the manner which has been proven; and that 
he had worked with her there for some years before that and 
was well acquainted with her, and that she had never been 
sick or had trouble with reference to her work before this 
explosion occurred; and that he had been regularly with her 
at work for several years. 
page 32 ~ Mr. Caskie: You stated she had never been sick, 
and she stated that she had been sick. 
Mr. Stowers: I said ''with reference to her work.'' 
Commissioner : Those are largely facts which have already 
been admitted. The employment speaks for itself. The doc-
tor stated it made no difference at all. 
Mr. Caskie: We shall admit that with the provision that 
Mr. Kreger was not affected by it himself. 
· I 
I 
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Mr. Stowers: Stipulation. I can prove by George Farmer 
the same things as I could have proved by Ralph Kreger. I 
can also prove by Russell Mayhew that he took the girl (Inez 
Hagood) home the second time she fell out, and that he would 
testify to practically the same facts that Ralph Kreger nncl 
George Farmer know; and that all these employees are em-
ployees of the defendant company. 
Commissioner : Those are facts not denied. 
Mr. Stowers : I should like to introduce the mother of the 
claimant, Mrs. Lucille Elmore. I can prove by Mrs. Elmore, 
who is pres~nt in the Court, the same facts substantially as 
stated by the claimant. 
Commissioner: Vv e shall not go into that. I am not going 
into the veracity of the witnesses or anything of 
pag·e 33 r that type; it is only cumulative. 
Mr. Stowers: Stipulation. I can prove by Mrs. 
Ella Thomas, a neig·hbor, who is present, that she has been a 
near neighbor to Inez Hagood for some years and has been 
well acquainted with her and knows that she was able to ,vork 
and that her health was good up to the time ·of March 23, 
1939; that she knows her and knows that she was able to 
work. I can prove the same facts by Buford Witt and Carl 
Elmore, the latter being· a brother of Inez Hagood, that her 
health was good, and that she was able to work and did work 
for years in this same mill, at this same job, and that she 
was able to work regularly up to the date of March 23, 19:39.--
That is our case.) 
D. A. BURKHART. 
Bv Mr. Caskie : 
·Q. Have you a -blueprint with you f 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. You are, I believe, an-employee of the Blue Ridge Rayon 
Mills? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. What is your position? 
A. Electrician. 
Q. Are you familiar with the location of the vari-
page 34 ~ ous machines in the building there Y _ • 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. How long have you been electrician there Y 
A. About 61h years, I imap;ine. · 
Q. Your duty is to look after all the electrical work Y 
A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. On the day of this arc which occurred down there in the 
plant, on March 23, 1939, with reference to the arc, I hand 
you a blueprint and ask you if that is a correct blueprint 
of the machines in the shop there. 
A. (Reviewing:) Yes, sir; that is the present layout. 
Q. ·wm you show on that blueprint the redrawing machine 
at which Mrs. Inez Hagood worked 1 
A. (Indicating on blueprint:) Here is where the explo-
sion occ;mrred. That is the redrawing machine, there, No. 
1, 440-volt, 1h ampere; and she was about half-way from 
this machine, No. 2, 400-volt % ampere, at which claimant 
was working, about 25 feet across from there. 
Q. I hand you herewith a diagram showing the 
page 35 ~ twisting machines and redrawing· machines, drawn 
in pencil on white paper, and ask you if that cor-
rectly shows the exact location of the twisting machines and 
redrawing machines. 
· A. Yes, sir ; that is the location of the machines. 
Q. You have those twisting machines numbered in 2 blocks, 
one at the top, and one at the left-hand corner; on which one 
of those machines was it that the arc occurred? 
A. No. 2 of the upper left-hand block. 
Q. Now, at which of the redrawing machines was Mrs. 
Hag·ood working? 
A. She was on the outside one. 
(~. That would be the upper one in the block of redrawing 
machines? 
A. Tba t is correct. 
Q. How far is it from this twisting machine No. 2 to the 
edge of the machine at which Mrs. Hagood was working·? 
. A. I should say it would be about 115 feet. "' 
0. It is marked on here 18 feet; is 15 feet your estimate? 
A. It is rig·bt around 15 or 18 feet. 
Q. I believe you stated Mrs. Hagood was a.bout 
page 36 ~ the middle of this redrawing machine. 
A. Y cs, sir; that is where she was when I saw 
her. 
Q. T]1at wonld be approximately 25 feet from the twist-
in:2' machine to the redrawing machine? 
A. Yes, sir. -
Q. l\fr. Burkhart., is there any way for a current to get 
from that twisting· machine over to the re.drawing· machine? 
A. I <'nnnot see lrnrcllv l10w. 
Q. "'\Vliat, if any, plan has the company to prevent current 
from going from one place to another? 
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A. It is a conduit system, thoroughly grounded and bonded, 
and they have private safety switches for each unit; the 
safety switches are controlling 5 to 10 or 15 machines, what-
ever there happens to be on the circuit. 
Q. Do the twisting and redrawing machines work on en-
tirely separate switches 1 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q .. Are they on separate circuits! 
A. Yes, sir. The redrawing machines from the spinn~ng 
machines. 
page 37 }- Q. Do they have the same amperage on the twist-
ing machines as on the redrawing machines? 
A. The redrawing machine is about 1h ampere and the 
redrawing, or, spinning, machine is about 4 amperes. 
Q. Do you know how many g-rounding circuits there are 
between the twisting machine and the redrawing machine on 
which Mrs. Hagood worked? 
A. Oh, the whole system is grounded. The conduit, there 
arc 4 or 5 grounds on the machine., and the branches are 
grounded, too. 
Q. I believe you know nothing of the particular situation 
at the time this thing· happened. 
A. Yes, sir; I was there. . 
Q. W~re you working on this twisting machine (indicating 
No. 2, upper left) ? 
A. Yes, sir; we took the motor down and cleaned it, and 
repacked the bearings with grease, and put it back. 
Q. Just what caused this arc? 
A. vVell. we put the motor back. We usually phase it out 
for protection, you see ; and we threw the switch in, and in 
some way there was a frazzle of wire causing· a short and it 
burst those coils in the switch. 
Q. What amount of noise did that make? 
page 38 ~ A. Rig·ht good noise like about a big . pistol or 
a. shotgun, I imagfoe. 
0. It did make some noise when that happened t 
A. Yes, sir; I imagine it is like a shotgun's noise, some-
t1ling like that. 
Q. Did you see Mrs. Hagood falB 
A. No, I did not see her fall. I heard her holler like, and 
I looked around and saw tllem leading a. girl away from 
there. 
Q. And she was about the middle of the redrawing ma-
chine? 
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A. Yes, sit; a little beyond the middle, I think; near the 
switch end. 
Q. That would be about 25 feet away from this twisting 
machine! 
A. Yes, sir. 
By Mr. Stowers·: 
Q. Mr. Burkhart, I believe the Virginia Power Company 
furnishes the electrical current for the entire mill. 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. You have only 1 connection with the power company, I 
believe ; you do not connect except at 1 place Y 
page tl9 ~ Q. Yon mean 1 feed line? 
A. Yes. 
A. Yes, sir; they come in with 1 feed line, substation. 
Q. There are more or less connecting lines at the mill, con-
necting it over? 
A. Yes. sir. 
By Mr. Caskie: 
Q. When you bring this current in, it comes to the sub-
station f 
A. Yes, sir. , 
Q. And it is tllere handled by sending it on another cir-
cniU 
A. Yes, sh:; it goes through Breakers and-is distributed 
throughout the miII on various circuits. 
Q. W R.s there any other trouble tl1ere with the exception 
of. the line on the twisting machinef 
; , ! I 
(Commissioner: He said it was motor trouble.) 
Q. Was that the trouble that caused the interception of that 
particular arc T 
(Commissioner: He has testified it was an independent cir-
1 ·cuit.) 
Bv Mr.· Stowers : 
·· Q. The renort (Emp. lst R.) shows here that 
page 40} Inez Hag-ood was only 12 feet awav from .where 
you men were working on t]rnt motor~ the report 
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the company sent in; did you measure the exact distance or 
just estimate it Y -
A. I just said it was !15 to 18 feet. 
Q. You did not measure it Y 
A. No, sir; but there is a column line there on 25-foot cen~ 
ters, and the spinning machine is between the colunms. 
Q. You do not know how the report was sent in as 12 feet 
in the beginning 1 
A. No, sir. 
Witness_ stood aside. 
DEWEY ADAMS. 
By Mr. Caskie: 
Q. You are employed by the Blue Ridge Rayon Mills Y 
A. Adams Electrical Company. 
Q. Did you have any connection with the installation of 
the electrical machinery in the Blue Ridge Rayon Mills t 
A. Yes, sir ; I installed the wires. 
Q. You are familiar with the layout there? 
A. Yes, sir. 
page 41 ~ Q. Have you been there since the alleged acci-
dent Y 
A. Yes, sir; I was there a month afterwards but have not 
been back since. 
Q. Arc you familiar with the sketch of the twisting and 
redrawing machines there; is that approximately correcU 
A. Yes. sir. 
Q. Knowing the situation, could you tell about how far it 
was from the twisting machine, No. 2, of the 5 on the upper 
left-lrnnd corner, to the upper redrawing machine, as shown 
on that sketch Y 
Q. Do you mean from the center of the machine? 
A. ,Just the measurement as shown on the sketch. 
A. I cannot say, I do not just remember; I should say b~-
tween lO and 15 feet. 
Q. Is tbe scale marked on that sketch Y 
A. Yes, sir; it is down at tl1e legend. It is by scale meas-
urement around 14 feet, :6 inches. 
Q. How far would it be from the middle point of the re-
d1·Awing· machine Y 
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A. That is around 24 feet. 
page 42 ~ Q. :Mr. Adams, explain to the Commissioner the 
arrangement of ·the switches, etc., on those vari-
ous ba tcbes of machines, whether any connection was be-
tween the machines or not. 
Q. How they are grounded? 
A. Yes, sir; to keep the current, if it be true, from going 
from one machine to the other. 
A. They always ground the circuits ; and I happen to know 
tlmt this circuit is grounded all the way where it enters the 
machines, and it is grounded in 3 or 4 places from this ma-
chine to where she was working. 
Q. ·when you refer to '' this machine'', you mean the twist-
ing machine? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. How long have you worked for the Adams Electrical 
Company? 
A. to years. 
Q. It is your business to deal entirely with the instal1ation 
of electrical machinery? 
.Pl.. "'Yes. sir. · 
Q. Is there any way possible for a current in the case of 
an arc on the twisting machine to get over to the redrawing 
machine? 
page 43 ~ A. No, sir. 
Q. Is it possible for it to happen? 
A. No, sir. The old saying is that there is nothing im-
possible, but that is one of the things that would be impos-
sible. 
Q. In other words, if tlle current got loose on the twist-
ing machine, what would happen to it f 
A. She would not feel any shock if on the dry floor. 
Q. What would happen to the currents, what effect would 
that be? 
A. If she caug·ht hold of a mac11ine and a water pipe, she 
would nrobably u·et a shock that wav. 
0. Wliat macl1ine do you mean? .. 
A. On t.he redrawing maelline; if the current was on that 
machine she was working- on, and she wa's holding the ma-
cl1ine nnd was on a water pipe, she would. 
0. I mean, if the current from the twisting· machine, if there 
was nnytl,ing- wrong- with the grounding, what effect would 
that have! 
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A. It kills the current; like lightning when it hits the 
ground, it goes into the ground. . 
Q. In your opinion, there is no possible way for that cur-
rent to get from the twisting machine to the redrawing ma-
chine 1 
pag·e 44 }- A·. No, sir. 
Q. Are the twisting macl1ines and redrawing 
machines on entirely different cfrcuits? 
A. Yes, sir; it is on a separate fuse but tied on to the same 
circuit. 
· Q. How about the amperage on it? 
A. I believe we have about a 30-ampere fuse on that circuit 
on the redrawing machine. 
Q. How about the voltage on the redrawing· machine! 
A. I believe they are from 60 to 100 volts. It is on the 
Hketch. 
Q. I mean the current on the machine. 
A. Oh, there are about, I should say, 1 to 2 amperes on the 
redrawing· machines. 
Q. How about the redrawing machine f 
A. About 4 or 5 amperes. 
Q. :Mr. Stowers asked about the fact that the current goes 
on one line into the plant. Could that affect the circuit, af-
ter g·oing into the plant, from one machine to another? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. It runs from one substation in the plant t 
page 45 } .A. Yes, sir. 
Bv ]\fr. Stowers : 
· Q. You say it was 15 feet from the twisting machine to 
tl1e redrawing machine, between 10 and 15 feet? 
A. (1\fr. Caskie: He said actually it was 14 feet, 6 inches). 
Q. You stated that it was from 10 to 15 feet from the! twist-
ing machine to the redrnwing· macliine ! 
A. I said I thoug·ht it was ap_proximately that. 
Q. You mean there was no wire across there from the 
twisting· mac.hine to the redrawing· machine? 
A. No, sir. · · 
Q. There was no way to carry t.lw current from the redra.w-
in~ machine to the twisting machine across the aisle f 
A. No, sir. 
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Q. What was the voltage of the twisting machine where 
they were working? 
A. 550 volts, I believe. 
Q. What was the voltage of electric current, if any, then 
existing on her redrawing machine ; how much voltage did ' 
it have! 
page 46 ~ A. About the same amount Y 
A. About 550 volts Y 
A. Yes; sir. 
Q. I believe you did not make this little white sketch that 
was handed you? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. Do you know who did make or prepare it? 
A. No, sir. 
Witness stood aside. 
(Note : The pencil sketch, showing the various machines 
in question, is here filed and marked as '' Exhiibit A'' with 
this transcript.) . 
E. FORREST NEAL, M. D. 
(Note: Qualifications of witness are admitted). 
By Mr. Caskie: 
Q. You are practising physician at Altavista, Virginia Y 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. I believe Mrs. Inez Hagood was first brought to you 011 
Mar~h 23, 1939, when she fell out at the plant there. 
A. Yes, sir. 
pag·e 47 ~ Q. Did you examine her at that time? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Could yon find any evidence of electric burn or any-
thing to indicate that she I1ad gotten an electric shock? 
A. Found no external evidence of it.· · 
Q. What was the condition of Mrs. Inez Hagood with reier-
ence to her physical situation at that time? 
A. I went to her house and ~11e was sitting- on the edge of 
the bed, and I asked I1er how she was feeling. and sl1e said, 
'·' AH right.'' That was soon after the accident, I should 
:iudge, a half hour or 40 minutes. I looked at her arms and 
]egos and face and saw no evidence of an electrical bt1rn, red-
ness of the face, at all. 
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Q. Did you see any evidence of any blue spots on her 
armsY 
A. No; I do not remember that I did. 
Q. Did she complain of any blue spots on the arms f 
A. No, sir; not at that time. · 
Q. Did she appear to be well nourished and in g·ood physical 
condition Y 
A. I should say that she was not much different from what 
she is now; she seemed to weigh a little bit more. · 
Q. Would you say she was robust Y 
page 48 ~ A. No, sir; she probably looked like she. would 
be anaemic. 
Q. Had you ever waited on her bef ore·T 
A. No, sir. 
· Q. Did you see her any more after tha.t 1 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. How long did you see her t 
A. I saw her on April 13, April 26 and December 23, 1939; 
and she came to the office for an examination on F:Cbruary 
27, 1940. 
Q. Could you find any physical trouble or anything of that 
sort, in her physical make-up at that time, on those visits 1 
A. Only in the examination on February 27, 1940, -when 
she said she was very nervous and frightened and that her 
tongue stuck to the roof of her mouth preventing her from 
swallowing. She said she had some shoi·tness of breath, her 
appetite was poor, and she had lost 15· poui:ids in ~ months. 
Her weight was 87, and blood pressure 118/88. 
Q. There was no physical troubleY 
A. No, sir. 
pag·e 49 ~ Q. It was a matter entirely of nerves Y 
A. It appeared to be that. 
Q. Is it your opinion-What. was your opinion as to any 
contributing causes toward this condition; it appears that 
she had had some previous trouble in the loss of a child, and 
you said she appeared to be somewhat anaemic¥ 
A. That is a right difficult question to answer. There evi-
dently must be a nervous background in her make-up, and 
probably that electric flash might have precipitated an at-
tack of neurosis. · 
Q. Would you agree ,vith Dr. Scott tha~ any sudden hap-
pening would bring on a nervous a ttack,-a flash of lightning 
or someone jumping at her? 
A. With a person of an excitable nervous system it would 
likely do so .. 
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Q. Did you see any indication of a make-up of that type? 
A. That was what I thought. 
Q. 1,V ould the fact that she had had difficulty with her lms-
band have any effect on her nervous situation? 
A. I think so . 
.By Mr. Stowers: · 
Q. I believe you are a regular practitioner. 
page 50 ~ A. Yes, sir. 
Q. You do not make any diagnosis of anything 
bnt in1ernal medicine? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. Y 01.1 heard Dr. Scott's evidence as a specialist? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you agree with him in what he stated, as you under-
stand her case? 
A. I do. 
Q. Now, when you first went to see her, I believe you did 
not make anv examination of her. 
A. Onlv external examination. Since she told me she was 
feeling ail right, I did not think it. was necessary to make 
anv further examination. Q. Yon did not examine her 1 
A. Not cloRely. 
Q. But later on you did make the examination that you 
l1ave stated to the Court? 
A. I could not make a complete examination at that time 
because the patient was very nervous, and she cried quite a 
bit; and I to]d 11er to come back the next day and 
page 51 ~ that I would complete the examination. 
Q. When was that? 
A. February 27, 1940. 
Witness stood aside. 
Q. H. BARNEY, M:. D. 
Bv Mr. Caskie: 
··Q. Did you see l\frs. Inez Hagood at any time after March 
23. 1939? 
A. Yes, sir; I saw l1er on :May 24. 1939, the first time, about 
a month after the accident. It mig·ht be well to explain that, 
when I was called, I did not know at that time what had hap-
pened or anything until after I had made an examination, 
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and then they told me that Dr. Neal-I asked why they had 
not had Dr. Neal there, and they said they had, but that she 
liad seemed to be much worse and they got in touch with me. 
I think she had been in bed about 3 or 4 weeks. I saw her the 
first time on Sunday, May 24. 
(Mr. Oaskie: Note. Dr. Barney states that, when he went 
to see the claimant, she complained of choking and nervous-
ness. He got a history of definite electrical shock. He stated 
that the claimant was anaemic, neurotic and hysterical and 
pale and undernourished and was constipated; that he 
thoug·ht possibly thyroid trouble was giving the 
page 52 } claimant a high pulse rate. He gave her Logul 's 
solution, which will reduce the pulse rate ir the 
thyroid is enlarged and goiter is present. He stated that· 
this Lugol 's solution did not reduce the pulse rate and did 
not decrease the thyroid secretion in any way. Therefore, 
he thought she did not have this trouible. In his opinion, a 
loud noise or scare or flash might cause a traumatic neurosis, 
but that he did not feel that it would wait from March 23 
to April 118 to disable the patient. In his judgment, the dis--
ability did not come about. as result of an accident but from 
a thought on the part of the claimant when she saw the boy 
wl10 had caught her when she fainted or fell out on March 
23, 1939). 
Q. From your examination did it appear that Mrs. Hagood 
-State whether or not it appeared that Mrs. Hagood was 
definitely of a nervous temperament. 
A. That was my impression, although the mother gave a 
hh;tory that she bad never been nervous before. These cases 
do usually have an emotional backg-rouncl. 
Q. Yon heard Dr. Scott testify? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you agree with him that any sudden noise or anyw 
tl1iug· happening might cause trouble with a person of that 
type? 
page 53 ~ A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Such as, a lig·htuing flash or anything hap-
pening? 
A. Yes, sir. Her pulse was very rapid when I saw her 
and she was in a very highly emotional state; and you can 
get it from sudden scare or an emotional element would very 
quickly g·et an enlarged thyroid. But we ruled that out. And 
Dr. Scott ruled that out as a cause. 
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By Mr. Stowers: 
Q. I believe you say that you recommended Dr. Scott to 
Mrs. Inez Hagood and sent her to him. 
A. Yes, sir. I saw · her once or twice after that and she 
was not improving very much; so, I thought it might be well 
to get an internal medicine man to see her and get a definite 
diagnosis, which corresponded with mine at the time. Whether 
she got the shock or not made no difference; if she thought 
she got a shock it was the same as if she had. 
Q. You have heard Dr . .Scott testify? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Do you in the main agTee with what he stated to the 
Court.? . 
A. Yes, sir. You will note that my letter has the same 
diagnosis, before Dr. Scott saw her. 
page 54 ~ Q. You are not a regular practitionerf 
A. "¥"es, sir. -
Q. And that is why you sent her to Dr. Scotti 
A. Yes, sir; to confirm my diagnosis. 
Q. You stated that she was in bed, when you saw her. for 
3 or 4 weeks? 
A. Yes, sir. She stopped on April 13, and she ·had stopped 
a good while after the accident; and she was in bed when 
I saw her. 
Q. You never knew her, did you, before this time, and knew 
nothing about her previous history? · 
A. No. sir. 
Q. And that lady stated that she had had no sickness be-
fore that time! 
A. No, sir; but that she had been nervous. 
·witness stood aside. 
(Mr. Caskie: Note. If George Farmer were introduced, 
we would expect to prove by him that about Christmas, 1938, 
or about .January, 1939, Mrs. Hagood fainted and he helped 
take her to the nurse. She did not tell l1im why she had 
fainted. That is all I wish to prove by him; and the fact 
that he was working at that time, ancl that nobody else was 
affected at that time.) 
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By Mr. Caskie: 
Q. Do you work for the Blue Ridge Rayon Mills, at Alta-
vista, Virginia? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. How long have you been working for them? 
A. 61h years. 
Q. Do you know Mrs. Inez Hagood?. 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you work .there with her? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Please state whether or not, prior to this accident in 
March, 1939, Mrs. Hagood had ever fainted there on the j~T . 
A. I told this fellow who came there I was not sure that 
she fainted after she claimed to have had the shock or be-
fore. 
Q. She does not claim any more that she fainted until the 
13th of jlpril, which was the last time she left work. I am 
taking the statement you made as to between Christmas, 
1938, and January, 1939. 
page 56 } .A. I am not certain whether it was before or 
afterwards. Sometimes a girl will faint and get 
white and we get her out of the mill. 
Q. ,v as that before or afterwards? 
A. I cannot say whether it was before or afterwards. 
Q. You are speaking· of the time when she fell out on April 
13T 
A. I would not be positive whether it was before or after-
wards. I remember taking- her to the first aid room once. 
Q. Had sl1e quit work then? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. Here is your signed statement, made on ,June 17, 1939, 
and you said then it liad been 7 or 8 months from the time 
you had taken her out. 
A. That is why I told you I would not be positive about 
that. 
Q. That. is yom impression, tlmt it. was 7 or 8 months that 
vou had taken her out before you made the statement? 
· A. I t11ink it was afterwards that. s11e claimed to get the 
shock. 
Q. You deny that this is right in the statement, 
pa,ge 57 } that it was 7 or 8 months before? 
· · A. I am not positive about that. 
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Q. But this is your signature her·e to the statement! 
A~ Yes, sir . 
. . Q. (Reading:} Then you stated that it had been "7 or 8 
1 
months since I took her out.'' That was your statement that 
you signed! 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And you do not know whether that is right now? 
A. No, sir. 
By Mr. Stowers : 
Q. They took her to the :first aid room? 
(Commissioner: That is not disputed . 
. Mr. Caskie: Do you agree that this statement may be 
filed Y 
Mr. Stowers: No, sir; he objects to it. 
Commissioner: You have already g·otten into the record 
what was in the statement; so, why question iU). 
Witness stood aside. 
i ~ . 
MRS. D. F. ·woon. 
page 58 ~ By :Mr. Caskie: 
Q. I believe you are nurse at tl1e Blue Ridge 
Rayon Mills Y 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Please state whether there has been any trouible with 
Mrs. Inez Hagood a.bout her fainting of getting faint or hav-
ing that sort of trouble at the mill. 
A. I am positive that :Mrs. Hagood has been to· the first 
aid room for ammonia and said she was nervous, and would 
take ammonia; I am positive about that. · 
Q. Diel that happen at the time of this flash on March 23, 
1939? 
A. No, sir; before that. 
Q. She liad come tllere several times for her nerves? 
A. Y cs, sir; and took ammonia. 
Q. Do yon know whether or not she had ever fainted be-
fore that time? 
A. I could not say wl1cther she has fainted. before or not, 
lmt I know she has come and taken ammonia. 
O. For nervousness? 
A. ~7' • . • 1 e~. s1r .. 
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Q. Did she come herself or did she ever have to be assisted 
any? . 
A. No, sir; she came in herself. 
page 59 ~ Q. Is that a common complaint with the other 
employees or is it unusual? 
A. Not everyone, we have a few that are. Sometimes we 
.go months and do not get a dose of ammonia, so far as that 
is concerned. · 
By Mr. Stowers: 
Q. How long have you been nurse there? 
A. 5 years in September. 
Q. Was Miss Crawford there at the same time? 
A. I used to be Miss Crawford. 
Q. Do you remember the day this flash occurred Y 
A. Yes, sir; March 23, 1939. 
Q. Did they bring Inez Hagood to your room on that occa-
sion? 
~ .A.. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you do anything for her? 
.A.. Yes, sir ; always, when anyone claims to be shocked, I 
see that they a.re kept warm; and I gave her a stimulant. 
Q. · How long did you keep her in your room 7 
A. Until she wanted to go on home; and I sent and some-
one came and took her home. 
Q. Was this the first aid room 1 
pag·e 60 } A. Yes, sir. 
Q. .And when you speak of the first aid room, 
that is your roomY 
.A. Yes, sir. 
Q. How long have you known Inez Hagood? 
A. I do not remember how long; I have been seeing her 
for a long, long time. 
Witness stood aside. 
(Mr. Caskie-:. There is no dispute about the actual wage 
proposition? -
· Commissioner: No, sir; the wage chart is the best evi-
dence of what the earnings were. 
Note: "'\Vag·e Chart, dated March 21, 1940, is in sequential 
date order in the file, and shows an average weekly of $10.20, 
which is yieldable of a weekly compensation ra.te of the statu-
tory minimum, viz., $6.00. The same has been verified by 
the Commission.) 
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By Mr. Stowers : 
MRS. INEZ HAGOOD, 
Claimant, Recalled. 
Q. Were you ever in Miss Crawford's or Mrs. Wood's 
room, the nurse's room, for any treatment or any ammonia 
or anything of that kind, before March 23, 19397 
A. I most certainly was not. 
page 61 ~ Q. You are sure of that? 
A. Y'es, sir. 
Q. You were taken there after you were hurt, both times~ 
in the first aid room Y 
A. Yes, sir. 
Witness stood aside. 
(Note: The Counsel for parties will be allowed a reason-
able time in which to prepare brief and reply brief after re-
ceipt of transcript of evidence will have been had by Mr. 
Caskie.) 
Hearing concluded. 
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page 63 ~ Inez Hagood, Claimant, 
v. 
Burlington Mills Corporation, Blue Ridge Rayon Mills Di-
vision, Employer, Liberty Mutual Insurance Company, 
Insurer. 
Claim No. 444-525 
July 2, 1940. 
Claimant appeared in person. 
Frank W. Stowers, Attorney-at-Law, Altavista, Va . ., for 
the Claimant. 
Caskie & Frost (James R. Caskie), Attorneys-at-baw., Peo-
ples' National Bank Bldg., Lynchburg, Virginia. 
and 
R. E. Mason, Resident Claims Mgr., Liberty Mutual Ins. 
Co., 102 Campbell Ave., S. vV., Roanoke, Va., for the De-
fendant. 
Hearing before Commissioner Nickels, at Lynchburg., Vir-
ginia, May 18, 1940. 
Nickels, Commissioner, rendered the Opinion. 
page 6! ~ The claimant alleges an accident on March 23rd 
arising out of and in the course of his employment 
while working·, according to the records, at an average weekly 
wage of $10.20. The facts proven show tha.t. the claimant 
was working at a machine approximately fifteen feet away 
from a motor, which in the process of repairing had shorted 
. by reason of some loose wire producing· an electric flash 
and a sound resembling that of a shotgun. The claimant 
saw the flash and started to fall backwards when she was 
rescued by a co-employee. She states that she felt as if 
something had run up her arms. First aid was administered 
and tbe claimant returned home. On March 24, 1939, she 
returned to work and worked until April 13, 1939, with the 
exception of March 30 and April 7th. While at work on 
April 13th, 1939, sl1e looked up and suddenly saw the em-
p]oyee wl10. had caught her wl1en she fell on March 23., 1939, 
at which time she fainted and fell and has since not returned 
to work. 
The facts provcm in the record show conclusively that the 
claimant received no shock. This is clearly proven by the 
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fact that the electrical hook-up in the plant was such that 
. it was impossible for the current to have reached the ~a-
chine upon which the claimant was working. It is more con-
vincingly proven by virtue of the fact· that there was no 
pathology whatsoever to disclose electrical burns or other 
physical conditions which usually result from electrical shock. 
The claimant herself tacitly admits-_ she did not 
page 65 ~ hear the sound of the explosion in. the machine 
which resulted from the short circuit produced 
therein by loose wiring. The record does show that she saw 
the electrical flash and immediately fainted and started to 
fall. 
While the claimant continued her work as disclosed here-
inabove, the facts proven show that it was with difficulty as 
she was in an extremely nervous condition which had per: 
sisted from March 23rd to April 13th, the date upon which 
she ceased her activities as an employee. The medical evi-
dence of both parties at issue shows conclusively the cause 
of the disabilitv to be traumatic neurosis. The record fur-
ther shows tl1e "'economic and social baci{gTound of the claim-
ant, as well as mental make-up, to be a person susceptible to 
neurotic manifestations. All physicians who testified in the 
case were uniform in the opinion the present disability is 
caused by traumatic neurosis, which in turn was produced 
by the flare in the electric motor which was nearby. 
An award shall enter in claimant's behalf at the rate of 
$6.00 per week, beginning April 13th, 1939, subject to the 
limitations provided in the Act, unless subsequent conditions 
justify a modification. All arrears of compensation here-
under shall be paid upon receipt hereof and those to accrue 
shall be made everv two weeks. Claimant shall also be 
awarded medical ancl hospital attention, pursuant to the pro-
visions of Section 26 of the Workmen's Compensation Act. 
From the above compensation the sum of $75.00 
page 66 } shall be cleductccl and paid to Frank "\V. Stowers, 
Attorney-at-Law, Altavista, Virginia, covering 
~ervices rendered the claimant in the prosecution of her 
Claim. 
The defendants shall pay the costs of the proceedings. 
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; page 67 .~ CLA.I~I NO. 444-525 
CASE OF: Inez Hagood. 
. ' 
NOTICE OF AWARD. 
Date : July 2, 11940. 
Burlington Mills Corporation, Blue Ridge Rayon Mills Di~ 
vision, Altavista, Virginia, Employer. 
Mrs. Inez Hagood, Altavista, Virginia, Claimant. 
Liberty Mutual Insurance Company, Roanoke, Virginia, In-
surance Carrier. 
·I" I • 
I' 1 1 ' 
.I- Frank ·w. Stowers, Attorney, Altavista, Virginia. 
Caskie & Frost, Attorneys, Peoples National Bank Build-
ing, Lynchburg, Virg·inia. 
You are hereby notified that a hearing was held in the 
above styled Case before Commissioner Nickels at Lynchburg, 
Virginia, on May 18, 1940, and a decision rendered on July 2, 
1940, directing an award in favor of the claimant as follows: 
page 68 ~ To Mrs. Inez Hagood, $6.00 per week, begin-
ning April 13, 1939, payable every two weeks, to 
~ continue during disa.bility until subsequent conditions justify 
a modification. This award is subject to the limitations pro-
vided in the Act. 
-To proper parties, the costs of all necessary medical, surgi-
cal and hospital attention and supplies incident to the injury 
during the first sixty days following the accident. 
To Frank W. Stowers, Attorney for the claimant, the sum 
of Seventy-:fiv~ ($75.00) Doll~rs, to be deducted from the 
compensation above awarded. 
The defendants will pay the costs in this proceeding. 
Attest: 
INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION OF 
VIRGINIA 
PAR.KE P. DEANS, 
W. F. BURSEY, 
Secretary. 
Chairman. 
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pag·e 69 } Inez Hagood, Claimant 
·v. 
Burlington Mills Corporation, Blue Ridge Rayon Mills Di-
vision, Employer, Liberty Mutual Insurance Co., Insurer. 
Claim No. 444-525 
September 16, 1940. 
Mr. Frank W. Stowers, Attorney-at-Law, Altavista, Vir-
ginia, for the Claimant. 
Mr. E. Marshall Frost, Attorney-at-Law, Lynchburg, Vir-
ginia, for the Insurance Carrier. 
Review before the Full Commission at Richmond, Virginia, 
on August 3otb, 1940. 
Deans, Chairman, rendered the Opinion. 
This Claim came on for Review by the Full Commission 
upon the application of the Insurance Carrier of the employer 
aggrieved at an award entered. on July 2nd, 1940, based on 
opinion rendered by Nickels, Commissioner. 
page 70 } A review _of the file, particularly the evidence, 
shows that the claimant met with an accident which 
is compensable under the Workmen's Cmppen~at~on Law, 
the ref ore, the ,Full Commission adopts as theirs the findings 
of fact and conclusions of Law of the Hearing Commissioner. 
page 71} CLAIM NO. 444-525 
C.ASE OF: Inez Hagood .. 
NOTICE OF A WARD. 
Date: September 16, 1940. 
Burling-ton Mills Corporation, Blue Ridge Rayon Mills Di-
vision, Altavista, Virginia, Employer 
l\frs. Inez Hagood, Altavista, Virgini;:i, Chtimant 
Liberty Mutual Insurance Company, Roanoke, Virginia, In-
surance Carrier 
Frank W. Stowers, .Attorney, Altavista, Virginia. 
Caskie & Frost, Attorneys, Peopl~s National Bank Build-
ing, Lynchburg, Virginia.. · 
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You are hereby notified that a Review was held in the 
above styled Case .before the Full Commission at Richmond, 
· Virginia, on August 30, U940, and a decision ren-
page 72 F dered on September 16, 1940, adopting the find-
.. ings of fact and conclusions of Law of the Hear-
ing Commissioner as the findings of fact and conclusions of 
Law of the ]'ull Commission, and affirming in all respects the 
Award issued thereon. 
Attest: 
INDUSTRlAL COMMISSION OF 
VIRGINIA 
PARKE P. DEANS, 
W. F. BURSEY, 
Secretary. 
Chairman. 
page 73 ~ I, W. F. Bursey, •Secretary, Industrial Commis-
sion of Virginia, hereby certify that the forego-
ing, according to the records of this Office, is a true and cor-
rect copy of Statement of :findings of fact, conclusions of Law 
and other matters pertinent to the question at issue in Claim 
#444-525, Mrs. Inez Hagood, Claimant, v. Burlington :Mills 
Corporation-Blue Ridge Rayon Mills Division, Employer, 
and Liberty Mutual Insurance Company, Insurance Carrier. 
It is further certified that Counsel representing the Claim-
ant had notice that the Secretary, Indushial Commission of 
Virginia, was being· requested to furnish certified copy of 
the record for the purpose of an Appeal to the ,Supreme Court 
of Appeals of Virginia. 
It is also further certified that, as evidenced by United 
States Postal Registry Return Receipt Ca.rd, Counsel rep-
resenting- the Employer received under date of September 17, 
1940, copy of .A ward of. the Industrial Commission of Vir-
ginia, dated September 16, 1940. 
Given under mv hand and the Seal of the Industrial Com~ 
mission of Virginia, tl1is the 28th day of September, 1940. 
(Seal) 
W. F. BURSEY, 
Secretary, 
INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION OF VIRGINIA. 
A Copy-Teste : 
M. B. WATTS, C. C. 
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